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Cl aims 1 - 53 and 55 are pending . 
Claim 54 was cancelled. 

No tilling jiL amended Oi aJdcJ m ihis rc'^ponse ho\\x;%cr, as discussed heli v\. 
Apphcants jmendments pie^ented m a icsponse filed Match 200?. \scre found to be 
noncompliant. Therefore, the relevant amendment to claim 21 is re-presented here. 

Reconsideration of the application is requested. 

Applicants gratefully acknowledge the I:\aniincr\s cniry of the substitute specifjcation 
smbiTJittcd on March 28* 2007. 

AmehitMeiife to the Claiaas 

In the outstanding Final Office Action, the Patent OJlfjce noted that Applicants' 
amendment filed 3/28'200^ proposed amendments to claims 40-53 that did not eomph wiih 
?7 K \ \\ , I / Mb) Ci.tinis 40-^' Ui'-t fnsi p!cSx,nu>J uii'j Uic uniinuilh filed lassue 
application, These claims \scrc not amended in Applicants' amcndmciit filed 3/2H/20U6; 
however, these claims were listed and identified as ^"original" claims. As no amendments were 
made, these claims should not have been Usted {37 CFR § L173lbK2}); rafher Applicants should 
has c merely noted, as they do herein, that these claims are "pending." 

i he PatcnJ Office ;dio noted thai \n the driicmlment to claim 21 the deleted word "and" 
should have been shosvn in brackets, not ^Irikethrough. Apphcanis not<. that the deleted 
•icnneolon should also have been sho\^'n in brackets. Proper))- amended claim 21 is re-presented 
here. 

In addition to the noncompliant issues noted by the Kxaminer, Applicants note that claim 
54 was canceled in Applicants' " '28 2tK}6 response. \ lowc\er, the current Oftkt; Action 
indioiites ihai claim 54 is suH pending. Applicants request that elaiin 54 be canceled. 
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.■yiowafole Subject Matter 

Applicants grateftilly acknowledge the Hxaminer's statement hwiieating that claims 3^ 1 1- 
14. ::5-2S. 30, 36-37, 39, 42. and 51-54 wonM be allov^able if rewritten in independent 

form F1r!^^, Applicaniis nott' thai claim 5 i hus been canceled, ^cc<^nd. Applicants respcciiuliy 
doicr !i.'drafting the aUowablc claims in independent form pending a final resoiutixsa ivgarduig 
the patentabillt)'^ of ih& retnaining: claims, 

(A) Claims 1 -2, 7-9, 22-24, 3 1 -:>2, 35, 38, 40-41 , and 47-50 stand rejected under 35 I'SC 
§ 1 03(3) as purportedly being unpatentable over Jolinson (5 1 78924) ("Johnson 1 '1 

Apphcantv af pieciatc tne I xamncr's ^onsuk! us '.-I I \'^p!iL as, < jtiniL-nis p ,t,-^cnlcd 
12 1 '><'2U05 and 3/2b 200<> Apphcaiils rc:5pectiuil\ submit the foiiovsmg dddiUona! comments in 
response to the discussion of tl^ese arguments as set forth in the pending Office Action. 

Independent claim 1 provides an adliesi\e tape assembly requiring a roll stabjiity layer 
comprising an ethylene vinyl acetate (EVA) Similarly, independent claims 22, 35, 38, 40. and 
47 provide articles ,.oinpf. SHU a i A] NVavht; U,^ ^ ^,oirpEis I VA Ihc Palchi ( 'MSkc 
acknowledges thai Jcibn^^onl tails to icach a hacksule stabihtj laser comprising i VA To 
overcome this admitted deficiency, the Patent Office asiserts that 

( 1 ) Johnuonl discloses that the backside of the release liner is provided with a layer of HAA 
to pro vide roll stabi Hty ; atsd 

(2) Juhnsonl discloses, lhat the rcle,ise inaieiiai can be cihvlene acr> lie acid ^E'\A) oj E'\ A 
Fuun ihib the PakTit Ofiicc tonvludes thai "u noukl have been olnjous to t^ne of osdman skill 
in bhe .1!' !u nhc ' \ \ as rhc release material, instead of FA A., because the iwo aie nrKfonalls, 
equnaiem as> the fnetion reducing release material and would provide roil itiibiuty " (^uilico 
Aciion mailed September 16, 2006^ and maintained in the Final Office Action of April 23, 2007. 
emphasis added, i 

Ap{i!icanis rcspcciluli) submit that the Patent Office's reliance on the purported 
irnciiiwiai t-quivaienLC oi L \ V jnd FVA as the Itasis for rb obviou,snes,s rejection is contrary tu 
Patent Gttice procedures and governing precedent. 
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MPEP § 2144.06 addresses the issue of ''Substituting Equivalents Kno'vvn for the Same* 
Purpose.'' According to the .M1*BP, order to rel> on equivalence as a rational supporting an 
ob^'iousness rejection the equivalence must be recognized in the prior art. and cannot be based on 
. . . iIk' mere faci that the components at issue are fun>:tional or moch enseal cyjirivalcnts.'" 
(Emphasis added, citing In re Eujf, 256 F.2d 590. 118 U^sPQ 340 (CCPA 1958).) 

When considering the description in Johnson 1, it is important to maintain the clear 
distinction between the "release layer" and the ^'friction enhancing agent" Applicaitts note that 
{he passage cited by the Patent Office which pujporiediy teaches the ftmedonai equi%alente of 
EAA and FVA {i.o , col 4, lines 54-66) minel> P'^^'. 'PusUativo c\<^mp!o^ of homopolymeri, 
and cupolymevi Umt ma> be used in the release U \ or J e rclcace hner" AppUcanih 
respectibliy submii that this list is similar to a Markush gioup, and <js held in In re Rufp^it is no 
longer possible to indulge in a presumption that members of <i M4Jkuj.h group are recogni/ied h\ 
anyone to be equivalents except as they possess at least one property in common which is mainiy 
a'sponsible for their function in the claimed relationship.*' {256 H,2d at 599, 118 USPQ at 348 ) 

At best, this text of Johnson 1 might suggest that the items included may be useful as 
reieasc ia}v;!>, howcscu cwn v- 'he i\ on' = "t\^' ^si.a o n^-inuuii us posinonthat Johnsonl 
discloses thai the listed materials arc functional iy equivaicat as rcleas<. materials , the Patent 
Oftlce has failed to show how Johnson! describes., teaches, or suggests that any of the materials 
on the list are functionally eqijivalent for any other purpose. Specifically, the Paterit Office lias 
failed to show how .Tohn^;onl describes, teache.s, or suggests that EAA and FVA are functional!; 
etini\ak-nt as fnction enhancing agents. 

Fur least these reasons, ihe rejection of mdependent clamis 1 , "'2, >'^. >.S. 40, and 4"* 
imder i5 I ISC 5j l().'^(a>as being unpatentable over Joluison (5178924) is uns\.3n anted and sju)uid 
be withdrasNn. Claims 2, 7-9, and 3i-,32 each depend from claim 1 and add patentable teaturcs 
thereto. Siinilariy, claims 23-24 depend from claim 22; claim 41 depend.s from claim 40, and 
chiuiis 48-50 Jcpt;nJ from ckim 47; wherein each dependent claim adds patentable features to its 
co^•c^p*1!Kilng Independent claiiii. As each independent claim is patentable for at least the 
reasons discussed above, each of these dependent claims is likewise patentable. 
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(B) Clams 6 10 ^-Vt ,.nJ t--k><an.1rcicci(.aua(lcr >^ P'^r :j Ur^ajas 
l"J:ohns:on2"). 

independein claims 15. 21, and 2*? provide articles thai rcquiic a loll stabiiity coiupu^ing 
an VA. As discussed above in Section (A), the Patent Offiee has tailed lo show how Johnson ! 
renders iuch article.^ <^h\ sous Appheatits respectluily submit that the Patent Ofiiee has failed to 
how how !ohrson2 o\eiconics these deficiencies. 

1 or ai Scasi lhc^c u'aMinb, the rc|ec(ion ofindcpcndent claims 1 5. 21 and 2^) under 15 
I SC § I03{d) as being impatentablc over Johnson! in view of Johnsoa (5107995} is uiwarrantcd 
and shotiid be withdmwii.; 

(Claims 6, 10, and 20 depend from claim I, claims ?3 and 34 depend from claim 21, and 
Claim*. 45 and 46 depend from claim 40; wherein each of the dependent claims adds patentable 
feJldiCN its toncsponduii^ tlefcndeiu (.Unn I ot ,nvit.p<.nv\Mil claims 1, 21. iind 40 aie 
patcntahlfc toi at least the reast»ns staled above; thus, each of the dependent claims is likcvvjse 
patentable; 

(C) Claims 4-5 and 43>44 stand rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as purportedly being 
unpatentable over Johnstml in view of Reinders {6037028). 

Claims 4-5 depend from claim I and add patentable features thereto. Similarly, claims 
4,3-44 depend from claim 40 and add pdu L.i^io ^ j*<isrcs thereio. Oaims I and 40 are patentable 
over Johnson 1 for at least the reasons staled above in Section (A}. Applicants respectfully 
submit that the Patent Office has failed to show how Reinders overcomes the deficiencies of 
Johnson!. 

For at least the.se reajsons,the rejection of c!aim.s 4-5 and 43-44 under 35 USC § 103(a) as 
pLirportcJl> hcjuL" unpatentable over Jolmsonl in v'ww of Reinders (6037028) is unwarranted and 
should be vvahdrawn. 
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(1>) Claim 55 stands rejccu-J un Jer ^5 I SC' g 103(a) as purportedly being unpatentable ov<?r 
JdwsoBl in view of Reinders (6U37028). 

Claim 55 depends from chum 21. Claim 31 is patentabie o\er claim Johnson! for at least 

the jcasoiis Ji.>CLis,^t;J abo\t; in Sections (A) <tnd (Bi. Applicant-^ rcspci.ttuily suhniU that the 
F>3tcnt ( fftici.- ha^ Sa;ied tr> shov\ hou ReiiKkrs overcomes the deiiciencfes of Johnsojii , hoi at 

these reasons, tiic rejection of claim 55 under 55 USC § lD.>{a} as purported!} being 
unpatentable o\er JolYosonl iu view of Reinders (6037028) is unwarranted and should be 
withdrawftu 

In x'e\s of the aboxe. it iiS «tubmiUed that ihe application is in condition for aflouance. 
ReL!.-iis!cicfa!>Fn t.)f ihc applicatioii it. J .suOssdnce oi'all pending daim:' is tvs]\xtUiU\ icqucsKd 

ii an\' i.ssues remain. Applicants reque^it a telephone interview to n>ore ftslK under.->ttuKl 
the examiner's position and advance this case to issuaaice. 

Respectfitily submitted. 

DiitteP ' Soit4rM Sp?elban6r, Reg No 58,492 

I / ' lekphoneNo 651-736-9814 

OffKc oi Iiiteiiecl-Lul P open> Cotmsel 
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